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their taxes—16 years ago. And we have
yet to prove to them that we under-
stand and, more importantly, we appre-
ciate the hardships they face every
day. I know we cannot increase the
level of tax relief we are offering in the
fiscal 1998 budget, but I urge my col-
leagues, the conferees, to take what-
ever steps they can to repair the $500-
per-child tax credit so that it benefits
the maximum number of Americans.

This debate will be revisited many
times in the months ahead and the
years ahead, and I look forward to
working again with my fellow Senators
to finally deliver on the tax relief
promise that we made to the people.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of
all, I wish to thank you and those who
are participating in this discussion for
bringing this up. This is a very difficult
and frustrating time for all of us, and
I think the Senator from Nebraska, Mr.
HAGEL, gave a pretty good outline of
what this is all about, what we want to
accomplish, and what we have offered.
And when I say ‘“‘we,” I am not talking
about the Republican Party. I am talk-
ing about Congress.

To put it in perspective, the House
passed the tax cut bill on June 26—just
June 26—and it passed by a fairly sub-
stantial margin, 253 to 179. There was a
substitute that was offered by Con-
gressman RANGEL that has come in the
nature of what the President is an-
nouncing now, and it was rejected by
197 to 235. Then the Senate, on the fol-
lowing day, June 27, passed a tax cut
bill 80 to 18. When the minority leader,
Senator DASCHLE, offered a substitute,
it was rejected 38 to 61.

So we went through a long and ardu-
ous process of having 29 amendments.
We finally came up with a product, and
we went out for the Fourth of July re-
cess. And after we were out, the Presi-
dent announced a different, totally dif-
ferent tax cut plan while Congress was
out of town, when we did not have any
chance to react to it, and now he is
saying that he wants his plan. His plan
doesn’t really provide tax cuts that are
meaningful and will have a positive ef-
fect on our economy.

I have to ask the question, Mr. Presi-
dent, what has happened to the Demo-
crats in their philosophy? The whole
idea that we can cut taxes and increase
revenue is not a Republican idea, and
yet it is totally rejected by this admin-
istration. I can remember when Presi-
dent Clinton was first elected. His chief
financial adviser, Laura Tyson, was
quoted as having said there is no rela-
tionship between the level of taxes that
a country pays and its economic pro-
ductivity.

I suggest that if that is true, if you
carry that to its logical extreme, you
could tax everybody 100 percent and
they will work just as hard, but we
know that does not happen. And up
until this administration, the Demo-
crats knew that that could not happen.
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I have to credit a Democrat with the
whole idea that you can increase rev-
enue by cutting taxes, exactly what we
are trying to do, looking at taxes in
general. President Kennedy said in
1962, and this is a direct quote:

It is a paradoxical truth that tax rates are
too high today and tax revenues are too low,
and the soundest way to raise the revenues
in the long run is to cut rates now.

The soundest way to raise revenues is
to cut rates now. That is exactly what
we are trying to do. And we remember
what happened during the Kennedy ad-
ministration. The first year he was in
office, the total revenues that came in
to support government, that we used to
spend on government, amounted to $79
billion. After he went through his se-
ries of tax reductions, it had grown to
$112 billion. We remember what hap-
pened during the Reagan administra-
tion. And we always hear from the
other side that the Reagan administra-
tion came up with tax cuts and the
deficits went up.

Well, sure, the deficits went up—not
because of the tax cuts but because the
liberals who dominated the Congress at
that time voted for more government
spending. And so in 1980, the total reve-
nues that came in to run Government
amounted to $517 billion. In 1990, the
total revenues that came in were $1.03
trillion. It exactly doubled during that
10-year period.

Now, what happened during that 10-
yvear period? During that 10-year pe-
riod, we had the largest tax reductions
in contemporary history. It has been
shown—in fact, if you look at marginal
tax rates, the revenues developed in
1980 were $244 billion; in 1990, it was
$466 billion. And that happened during
the time the tax rates were cut. So we
know that we can increase revenues by
reducing taxes and also relieve the bur-
den on the American people to allow
them to have more money—and not the
rich. We know better than that. We
have been playing that game and
demagoging it for so long now that I
think the American people are aware
we are not talking about the rich.

With just a couple minutes remain-
ing, I want to be more specific as to
one of the particular tax cuts I feel
very strongly about. In fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, you had made a comment about
some of the farms in Wyoming. I had
the same experience over the break. I
was down in Lawton, OK, and I had a
guy come up to me saying they were
selling their family farm to a corporate
farm because they could not get the
price for some of their acreage in order
to pay the estate taxes, and that’s hap-
pening all over the country. They say,
what is happening to the family-owned
farm? That is what is happening.

I remember in our history, when this
country was first founded and the pil-
grims came over here and risked their
lives—half of them did die—they came
over for economic and for religious
freedom. When they got over here, they
established a system where each one
had a plot of land to do with as he
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wanted and to be able to pass that
wealth on from generation to genera-
tion. And it was so great, the wealth
that was accumulated as a result of
that, that in one of his letters back
home John Smith said, now 1 farmer
can grow more corn than 10 could be-
fore—because of that freedom that
they had to be able to pass it on. It is
called productivity, motivation, know-
ing the Government is not going to
come in and take the money away from
you that you have worked so hard to
pass on to future generations.

Mr. President, I have six grand-
children, four children. I quit working
for me. The motivation is for the fu-
ture generations. When the estate tax
was first formed, it was formed as a
temporary tax. The maximum rate was
10 percent, and it was supposed to be
dropped down.

I conclude by reading something that
I found, an excerpt from a 1996 Heritage
Foundation study that said if the es-
tate tax were repealed, over the next 9
years the Nation’s economy would av-
erage as much as $1.1 billion per year
in extra output and an average of
145,000 additional jobs would be cre-
ated, personal income would rise by an
average of $8 billion per year above
current projections, and the deficit
would actually decline due to the
growth generated by its abolishment.

So I think we need to reject the
failed notion that has been proposed
and stated over and over again by
members of this administration, in-
cluding Laura Tyson and the President
himself, that we need to raise taxes
and not lower taxes. We could actually
raise revenues by lowering tax rates,
and that is exactly what we intend to
do and should do for ourselves, for the
American people and for our country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized to
speak for up to 10 minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair.

—————

FUNDING ENVIRONMENTAL
CLEANUP

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as a
country we have congratulated our-
selves time and time again on our enor-
mous victory in winning the cold war.
But today I want to remind my col-
leagues that the cold war was won at a
cost, a very steep cost, and one of the
biggest debts owed remains unpaid: the
environmental devastation created at
places like Hanford Nuclear Reserva-
tion in south-central Washington
State.

Later today, the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Sub-
committee will mark up its fiscal year
1998 appropriations bill. We will have a
lot of work to do to make up the short-
falls found in both the Senate Armed
Services defense authorization bill and
the House national defense authoriza-
tion bill. Rather than funding the
cleanup bills, the authorizing commit-
tees have taken nearly $1 billion—bil-
lion—from the defense environmental
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management accounts of the Depart-
ment of Energy and moved them into
procurement and other Department of
Defense accounts.

Let me tell you the effect this move
will have on one place in my State.
Probably the single biggest environ-
mental problem on any of our former
defense nuclear weapons sites is the 177
storage tanks filled with chemical and
high-level radioactive waste at Han-
ford. Each of these tanks contains from
a half million to a million gallons of
toxic waste. Some of that waste is rock
solid, some of it is soupy sludge, some
of it is liquid, and some is poisonous
gas. Several tanks have ‘“‘burped’ their
noxious gases.

We have only recently begun making
real progress in learning what chemi-
cals and radioactive waste were put
into these tanks and what substances
have now been created through indis-
criminate mixing of wastes.

The most troubling aspect of these
tanks is that they are leaking, moving
these vile substances into ground water
and toward the Columbia River.

Let me say it again. These tanks are
leaking, and they are located next to
one of this Nation’s greatest rivers.
They are upstream from Richland,
Kennewick, Pasco, Portland, and many
smaller communities in Washington
and Oregon. And their toxic waste is
slowly migrating toward the Columbia
River, which many view as the life-
blood of the Pacific Northwest because
it provides fish, irrigation, power gen-
eration, recreation, and much more.

In this year’s budget, the Depart-
ment of Energy requested $427 million
in budget authority to continue a pri-
vatization initiative, called the tank
waste remediation system, and another
$5600 million plus for other environ-
mental management privatization ef-
forts. My colleague in the Washington
delegation, Representative ADAM
SMITH, was successful in getting the
House National Security Committee to
place $70 million in the defense author-
ization bill for tank waste, nearly $350
million short of the budget request, but
the House gave no other sites any
funds. Our Senate Armed Services
Committee bill provides $215 million
for four privatization projects, includ-
ing $109 million targeted to tank waste.
This is simply not adequate.

Yesterday, I submitted an amend-
ment to the Department of Defense au-
thorization bill that would increase
these privatization accounts by about
$250 million. Most of that money goes
toward solving the tank waste problem
which almost everyone familiar with
this issue agrees must be our top pri-
ority, but money is also added at Sa-
vannah River, Oak Ridge, Idaho Falls,
and Fernald.

In addition, my amendment would fa-
cilitate the riskiest part of this privat-
ization venture by helping to ensure
DOE is able to meet its time lines for
delivery of this toxic waste to a private
company for vitrification or immo-
bilization. I added $50 million for this
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initial stage of characterization and re-
mediation of the tank waste. The off-
sets come from noncleanup programs
and another privatization effort within
the Departments of Energy and De-
fense.

Mr. President, I am talking about
deadly risks to human health and the
environment, and so far, this Congress
is choosing to ignore them. Simply
wishing that these enormously costly
projects will go away will not make
them disappear. It will only make
them worse and more costly to clean
up later.

The Department of Energy has pro-
posed an innovative method of solving
these problems by privatizing them and
letting some of the best, most estab-
lished companies in the world use their
expertise to clean up these sites. In
order for industry to succeed, this Con-
gress must demonstrate its commit-
ment to the privatization program by
funding it. Going from a Presidential
request of $1 billion to $70 million in
the House and $215 million in the Sen-
ate will not give the capital markets or
private industry the confidence they
need to make this work.

We need more money for the tank
waste remediation system and other
cleanup priorities. Let me remind my
colleagues that even if my amendment
prevails, this authorization bill will
still contain about $500 million less
than was agreed upon by the President
and Congress in the recent historic
budget agreement. The President finds
this funding shortfall so serious that
he has issued veto threats on both de-
fense authorization bills, citing this as
one of his primary concerns.

I urge my colleagues to stand with
me as we work to get our former de-
fense nuclear weapons sites restored or
at least stop them from causing further
harm to our rivers, our air and our
land. We cannot turn our backs on the
nearby communities that have sac-
rificed so much for this Nation in the
past. Let’s make our victory of the
cold war complete by leaving our chil-
dren and our grandchildren a safe,
healthy environment, not a contami-
nated wasteland that sites, like Han-
ford, will become without sufficient
Federal cleanup dollars.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

——
THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Monday,

July 7, 1997, the Federal debt stood at
$5,3565,915,100,573.58. (Five trillion, three
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hundred fifty-five billion, nine hundred
fifteen million, one hundred thousand,
five hundred seventy-three dollars and
fifty-eight cents)

Five years ago, July 7, 1992, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,970,574,000,000.
(Three trillion, nine hundred seventy
billion, five hundred seventy-four mil-
lion)

Ten years ago, July 7, 1987, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $2,326,212,000,000.
(Two trillion, three hundred twenty-six
billion, two hundred twelve million)

Fifteen years ago, July 7, 1982, the
Federal debt stood at $1,071,078,000,000.
(One trillion, seventy-one billion, sev-
enty-eight million)

Twenty-five years ago, July 7, 1972,
the Federal debt stood at
$429,537,000,000. (Four hundred twenty-
nine billion, five hundred thirty-seven
million) which reflects a debt increase
of nearly $5 trillion—$4,926,378,100,573.58
(Four trillion, nine hundred twenty-six
billion, three hundred seventy-eight
million, one hundred thousand, five
hundred seventy-three dollars and
fifty-eight cents) during the past 25
years.

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 936, which
the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 936) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1998 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Cochran/Durbin amendment No. 420, to re-
quire a license to export computers with
composite theoretical performance equal to
or greater than 2,000 million theoretical op-
erations per second.

Grams amendment No. 422 (to Amendment
No. 420), to require the Comptroller General
of the United States to conduct a study on
the availability and potential risks relating
to the sale of certain computers.

Coverdell (for Inhofe/Coverdell/Cleland)
amendment No. 423, to define depot-level
maintenance and repair, to limit contracting
for depot-level maintenance and repair at in-
stallations approved for closure or realign-
ment in 1995, and to modify authorities and
requirements relating to the performance of
core logistics functions.

Lugar Modified amendment No. 658, to in-
crease (with offsets) the funding, and to im-
prove the authority, for cooperative threat
reduction programs and related Department
of Energy programs.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Washington.
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